
 

In  the Matter of C.H., Police Officer (S pecial), City of East Orange 

CSC Docket  No. 2012-909 

(Civil Service  Com m iss ion , dec ided J u ly  11, 2012)  

 

C.H., represented by J ason  J . LeBoeuf, Esq., appea ls h is remova l from the 

specia l reemployment  list  for  Police Officer , City of East  Orange, and h is separa t ion 

from employment  as a  Police Officer , effect ive J u ly 1, 2011, with  the City of East  

Orange.  

  

By way of background, the appellan t , a  veteran , was appoin ted as a  Police 

Officer  with  the City of East  Orange effect ive J anuary 7, 2008.  He was 

subsequent ly la id off from his posit ion  on  February 1, 2011.  The appellan t  was then 

placed on  the specia l reemployment  list  for  Police Officer , and shor t ly therea fter , 

the list  was cer t ified on  May 13, 2011.  The appoin t ing author ity noted tha t  it  had 

obta ined a  waiver  to h ire a t  least  th ree Police Officers.  The cer t ifica t ion  was due on  

November  14, 2011, but  was returned ea r lier  on  August  24, 2011.  The appellan t  

was listed as the number  one eligible on the cer t ifica t ion .  In  disposing of the 

cer t ifica t ion , the appoin t ing author ity removed the appellan t ’s name due to a  fa iled 

ur ina lysis examina t ion  and appoin ted the second and th ird ranked eligibles 

effect ive May 15, 2011.  It  a lso appoin ted the four th  ranked eligible effect ive J une 

20, 2011.    

  

On appea l to the Civil Service Commission  (Commission), the appellan t  

expla ins tha t  the appoin t ing author ity subjected h im to a  non -random ur ina lysis 

drug test  on  May 13, 2011.  Pending the resu lt s of the drug test , the appellan t  was 

sworn  in  as a  Police Officer  on  May 16, 2011, and returned to act ive duty.  The 

appellan t  presented h is wr it ten  Oa th  of Allegiance and sworn  sta tement  to the City 

of East  Orange da ted May 16, 2011.  On J une 17, 2011, the appellan t  was not ified 

tha t  h is ur ine tested posit ive for  11-Carboxy-THC (cannabinoids) a t  15 ng/ml.  In  

response, the appellan t  indica tes tha t  he a t tempted to provide the appoin t ing 

author ity with  a  list  of “lega l, over -the-counter  substances tha t  he believed tha t  

may have yielded the fa lse posit ive” for  mar ijuana .  However , the appoin t ing 

author ity refused to accept  the list , in  viola t ion  of the At torney Genera l’s Law 

Enforcement  Drug Test ing Policy (AG Guidelines).  The appellan t  notes tha t  he is 

an  avid weight  lifter  and denies the use of any illicit  subst ances.  He cer t ifies tha t  

“he [has] never  smoked, inha led, been  in  contact  with  or  otherwise consumed 

mar ijuana  in  any form of which  [he is] aware.”  The appellan t  was then  “suspended 

without  pay” on  J u ly 1, 2011.   It  is noted tha t  the appellan t  was ca lled to the Office 

of Professiona l Standards and was advised tha t  he was being suspended from duty, 

pursuant  to the AG Guidelines,
1
 due to the posit ive test  resu lt  for  cannabinoids.  A 

                                            
1
  The AG Guidelin es requ ires tha t  when  a  sworn  law enforcement  officer  t ests posit ive for  illega l 

drug use, th e officer  sha ll be immedia tely su spended from a ll du t ies and the officer  sh a ll be 
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union  representa t ive was present .  The appellan t  was a lso served on  J u ly 1 , 2011, 

with  a  not ice, da ted J une 30, 2011, tha t  due to the test  resu lt , he was immedia tely 

suspended “to main ta in  the sa fety, hea lth , order  and effect ive direct ion  of public 

services” and was scheduled for  a  “Louderm ill” hear ing on  J u ly 6, 2012.  The 

appoin t ing author ity sta tes tha t  the appellan t  provided the list  of medica t ions and 

supplements in  the presence of h is union  representa t ive.  

 

The appellan t  cha llenges the resu lt s of the drug test  and asser t s tha t  the 

appoin t ing author ity fa iled to follow the cha in  of custody procedures as out lined in  

the AG Guidelines and Law Enforcement  Drug Test ing Manua l (Drug Test ing 

Manua l).  Thus, he main ta ins tha t  the test  resu lt s should be disregarded.  

Fur thermore, while the appellan t  is a lso cha llenging the remova l of his name from 

the specia l reemployment  list , he main ta ins tha t  he was a  permanent  Police Officer
2
 

and not  an  applicant  for  employment .  As such , he contends tha t  he was en t it led to 

a  hear ing on h is separa t ion  from employment .  He recounts h is pr ior  employment  

with  the City of East  Orange and h is layoff.  It  is noted tha t  while the appoin t ing 

author ity scheduled a  pretermina t ion , “Louderm ill,” hea r ing on  J u ly 6, 2011,
3
 the 

appellan t  agreed to wa ive the hear ing pending the decision  on  whether  he was 

considered an  applicant  for  employment  or  an  employee.  Never theless, he sta tes 

tha t  he never  agreed to wa ive the hear ing on  h is separa t ion  from employment .  

Fur ther , the appellan t  indica tes tha t  while he was wa it ing for  the hear ing, he was 

not ified on  September  1, 2011, by th is agency, tha t  the appoin t ing author ity 

removed h im from the specia l reemployment  list .    

 

Addit iona lly, the appellan t  cla ims tha t  the AG Guidelines and the Drug 

Test ing Manual were viola ted because he was a  sworn  officer  and could only be 

subjected to a  random test  or  a  “reasonable susp icion” test , neither  of which  was the 

case here.  The appoin t ing author ity a lso fa iled to provide the appellan t  with  the 

requisite consent  and not ifica t ion  form as to the consequences of a  posit ive test  

resu lt .  Moreover , the appellan t  a rgues tha t  if he is considered an  applicant  for  

employment , then  the appoin t ing author ity should have requested a  medica t ion  

informat ion  form  a fter  the posit ive test  resu lt .  In  addit ion , t he appellan t  main ta ins 

tha t  the test  resu lt s did not  meet  the cu t -off level for  mar ijuana  set  for th  in  the 

Drug Test ing Manua l.  Last ly, the appellant  notes tha t  there is no policy to address 

h is situa t ion , namely, how a  la id-off officer  is to be brought  back to employment  and 

                                                                                                                                             
termin ated from employment  as a  law enforcem ent  officer , upon  fina l disciplinary act ion .  AG 

Guidelin es a t  VIII-C. 
2
  N .J .A.C. 4A:1-1.3 provides th a t  a  perman ent  employee means an  employee in  th e career  service 

who has acqu ired th e t enure and r igh t s resu lt ing from regular  appoin tmen t  and successfu l 

complet ion  of th e working test  per iod.   
3
  A “Louderm ill,” or  pr et ermina t ion  hear ing, is r equ ired pur suan t  to N .J .A.C. 4A:2-2.5 wh ere an  

immedia te su spen sion  without  pay is sought .  The under lying basis for  th is procedura l requ iremen t  

st ems from Cleveland  Board  of Education  v. Louderm ill , 470 U.S . 532 (1985).  
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classified.  He asks tha t  he “be given  the inference of a ll doubt  and returned to h is 

posit ion .” 

 

 In  response, the appoin t ing author ity, represented by Tracey L. Hacket t , 

Assistan t  Corpora t ion  Counsel, admits tha t  the appellan t  took h is oa th  of office on  

May 16, 2011, an d was a llowed to work.  However , it  submits tha t  the appellan t ’s 

employment  was condit ioned upon h is passing the drug test .  Further , the appellan t  

completed the Request  for  Personnel Act ion  form, which  specifica lly indicates tha t  

the appoin tment  was “Subject  to Approva l by Appoin t ing Author ity.”  Moreover , the 

appoin t ing author ity indica tes tha t  a ll of the documents and fact s in  th is case 

clea r ly demonst ra te tha t  the appellan t  was an  applicant  for  employment  when he 

took the drug test .  For  instance, the a ppellan t  signed the Law Enforcement  Drug 

Test ing Chain  of Custody form which  sta tes tha t  the purpose of the test  was for 

“applicant  t est ing.”  It  a lso notes tha t  unt il th is agency approves the appoin tment  

from the specia l reemployment  list , the appellan t  r emains only an applicant  for  

employment .  It  emphasizes tha t  the appellan t ’s appoin tment  was not  yet  recorded 

in  the County and Municipa l Personnel System (CAMPS).  Therefore, the 

appoin t ing author ity submits tha t  the appellan t  was not  an  employee who would 

have been  ent it led to a  hear ing on  h is separa t ion  from employment .  Thus, it  sta tes 

tha t  a  Preliminary Not ice of Disciplina ry Act ion  (PNDA) could not  be issued.  

Consequent ly, the “Louderm ill” hear ing was canceled on  J u ly 6, 2011, because the 

appellan t  was not  a  permanent  employee.  Instead, the appellan t  was proper ly 

removed from the specia l reemployment  list  for  cause.  The appoin t ing author ity 

notes tha t  it  did not  dispose of the cer t ifica t ion  unt il the test  resu lt s of the 

candida tes were returned.  

 

 Moreover , the appoin t ing author ity indicates tha t  in  order  to become a  Police 

Officer , an  applicant  must  pass a  drug test .  This holds t rue for  a  return ing la id off 

Police Officer .  Fur ther , the appoin t ing author ity asser t s tha t  the East  Orange 

Police Depa r tment  followed the cha in  of custody procedures.  It  indica tes tha t  the 

appellan t  submit ted two ur ine samples and he had the split  sample tested.  Tha t  

sample a lso came back posit ive for  mar ijuana .  In  addit ion , the appoin t ing author ity 

emphasizes tha t  the appellan t  did not  provide h is list  of medica t ions and 

supplements a t  the t ime of h is drug test  on  May 13, 2011.  Thus, the appoin t ing 

author ity contends tha t  the drug test  should not  be voided.  

 

 In  response, the appellan t  objects to the appoin t ing author ity’s submission  as 

being unt imely.  He indica tes tha t  the pa r t ies were given  20 days to file their  

submissions, bu t  it  took the appoin t ing author ity a lmost  two months a fter  the 

appellan t  filed h is addit iona l papers to even  request  an  extension  to submit  it s 

response to the appea l.  He sta tes tha t  the “obvious benefit” to the appoin t ing 

author ity is tha t  it  was able to reply direct ly to h is submission , a s opposed to having 

filed it s response simultaneously with  the appellan t ’s submission .  Therefore, the 

appellan t  request s tha t  the appoin t ing author ity’s response be disregarded, a s it  is 
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prejudicia l to h im.  Moreover , he quest ions why the appoin t ing author ity did not  

place h im on the Rice Bill list
4
 if he is considered a  la id off officer .  He a lso reitera tes 

tha t  if the appoin t ing author ity classifies h im as an  applicant  for  employment , then 

it  should have taken h is list  of medica t ions and supplements a fter  the test  resu lt  

was issued.  As to the appoin t ing author ity’s policy on  the reemployment  of la id off 

officers, the appellant  contends tha t  the appoin t ing author ity did not  provide any 

suppor t ing document s to va lida te th is a lleged policy.  Fur ther , he a rgues tha t  the 

policy is in  cont ravent ion  with  Sta te law since the appoin t ing author ity did not   

place h im and other  la id off Police Officer s on  the Rice Bill list .
5
  In  addit ion , the 

appellan t  highlights the fact  tha t  the appoin t ing author ity fa iled to address h is 

cla im regarding the cu t -off level for  mar ijuana  as out lined in  the Drug Test ing 

Manua l.   

 

The appoin t ing author ity responds tha t  the appellan t  did not  suppor t  h is 

a llega t ion  with  evidence tha t  he was prejudiced by the addit iona l t ime given to the 

appoin t ing author ity to respond to the appea l.  Fur ther , it  ma in ta ins tha t  the 

appellan t  was required to provide the list  of medica t ions and supplements before 

the drug test , not  a ft erwards.  Moreover , the appoin t ing author ity sta tes tha t  the 

“rest  of [the appellan t ’s] a rgument  is nonsensica l” since there is no cu t -off level for  

mar ijuana .  Fur ther , it  submits tha t  it  is the appellan t ’s responsibility to apply for 

placement  on  the Rice Bill list .  Nonetheless, the appoin t ing author ity contends tha t  

placement  on  the Rice Bill list  is ir relevant  since the appellant  t ested posit ive for  

mar ijuana  and would have been  removed from tha t  list  a s well.
6
   

 

 In  reply, the appellan t  cla r ifies tha t  the appoin t ing author ity benefit t ed from 

“wait ing a  grea t  dea l of t ime” a fter  he submit ted h is addit iona l a rguments to reply.  

He sta tes tha t  the benefit  “is obvious and hardly warrants fur ther  elucida t ion .”  The 

appellan t  indica tes tha t  he remains unemployed.  The appellan t  a lso resta tes tha t  if 

he were a  sworn  officer , then  he was required to list  the medicines and supplements 

he was taking before the test .  However , if he is an  applicant  for  employment , a s the 

appoin t ing author ity a rgues, then  the list  of medica t ion  and supplements can  only 

be requested a fter  t est ing.  Fur ther , the appellan t  emphasizes tha t  the Drug 

Test ing Manual clea r ly delinea tes a  metabolite cu t -off level.  Moreover , the 

appellan t  cer t ifies tha t  he did in  fact  apply for  placement  on  the Rice Bill list  a fter  

                                            
4
  The reemployment  program for  cer ta in  law enforcement  officer s , kn own as the Rice Bill, permits a  

municipa l Police Officer  who has been  la id off or  demoted from a  law enforcemen t  t it le to a  n on -law 

enforcemen t  t it le for  r ea sons of econ omy or  efficiency or  rela t ed reasons with in  the last  60 month s to 

be r eemployed by a  municipa lity or  county.  S ee N .J .S .A. 40A:14-180 and N .J .A.C. 4A:4-3.9(a).   
5
  The appellan t  does not  name th e Police Officers or  p rovide fu r th er  deta ils with  regard to th ese 

cla imed individuals.  
6
  Personnel r ecords do not  indica te tha t  the appellan t ’s name was placed on  the Rice Bill list .  It  is 

fu r ther  noted tha t  th is agency determin es a  candida te’s eligibility to be placed on  th e Rice Bill list , 

bu t  ther e is n o provision  under  Tit le 11A of the New J er sey Sta tu tes or  Tit le 4A of the New J er sey 

Administ ra t ive Code which  affords candida tes on  th e list  with  appeal r igh ts regarding appoin tment s.   
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being la id off in  February 2011, but  the appoin t ing author ity fa iled to forward the 

applica t ion  to th is agency for  processing.   

 

CONCLUSION 
 

In it ia lly, the appellan t  request s tha t  the appoin t ing author ity’s response to 

h is appea l not  be considered as it  was filed beyond the 20 days provided to the 

pa r t ies to submit  addit ional informat ion .  However , in  order  for  the Commission  to 

make a  reasoned decision  in  the mat ter , the Commission  must  review a  complete 

record.  Fur ther , t here is no jur isdict iona l sta tu tory t imeline with in  which  a  pa r ty is 

required to respond to an  appea l.  The Commission  can  expand th is t ime per iod or  

limit  it  depending on  the case.  Moreover , a lthough the appellan t  a sser t s tha t  the 

t imeliness of the appoin t ing author ity’s submission  was prejudicia l to h im, he has 

had the oppor tunity to provide a  response.  S ee e.g., In  the Matter of Michael 

Com pton  (MSB, decided May 18, 2005).  Therefore, based on  the foregoing, the 

appoin t ing author ity’s response will be considered. 

 

The in it ia l issue in  dispute is whether  the appellan t  was a  permanent  

employee or  an  applicant  for  employment  a t  the t ime of h is separa t ion  from 

employment  on  J uly 1, 2011.  Pursuant  to N .J .A.C. 4A:1-1.3, a  permanent  employee 

means an  employee in  the ca reer  service who has acquired the tenure and r ights 

resu lt ing from regular  appoin tment  and successful complet ion  of the working test  

per iod.  The appellan t  was appoin ted as a  Police Officer  on  J anuary 7, 2008.  There 

is no dispute tha t  he became a  permanent  employee, and upon h is layoff on  

February 1, 2011, he was given  specia l reemployment  r ights and placed on  the 

specia l reemployment  list  for  Police Officer , City of East  Ora nge.  In  th is regard, 

N .J .A.C. 4A:8-2.3(a ) provides tha t  a  permanent  employee sha ll be granted specia l 

reemployment  r ights based on  the permanent  t it le from which  or  he she has been  

la id off, demoted or  displaced by job loca t ion .  Fur ther , N .J .A.C. 4A:8-2.1(c) provides 

tha t  a  specia l reemployment  r ight  means the r ight  of a  permanent  employee, based 

on  h is or  her  permanent  t it le a t  the t ime of the layoff act ion, to be cer t ified for  

reappoin tment  a fter  the layoff act ion to the same, la tera l and lower  rela ted t it les.   

 

However , t he appoin t ing author ity a rgues tha t  the appellan t  was an 

applicant  for  employment  a t  the t ime of his separa t ion , since he needed to pass the 

drug test  a s a  condit ion  of employment .  I t  is permissible to administer  a  medical 

examina t ion , which  may include a  drug test , upon the return  of an  employee as pa rt  

of an  upda ted background check.  However , for  the reasons set  for th  below, the 

appellan t  must  be t rea ted as a  permanent  employee.  The appoin t ing author ity 

returned the appellan t  to work as a  Police Officer  on  May 16, 2011, while the 

specia l reemployment  list  for  Police Officer  was in  existence and dur ing the 

processing of the cer t ifica t ion  of the list .  The appellan t  was listed in  the number  

one posit ion  on  the cer t ifica t ion .  Thus, by vir tue of the appellan t ’s specia l 

reemployment  r ight s, the appoin t ing author ity could have only appoin ted or  
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removed the appellan t  from the specia l reemployment  list , but  it  chose to return  

h im to act ive duty.  S ee e.g., In  the Matter of Kelly McKenith , et al. (MSB, decided 

February 9, 2005) (Cer ta in  la id off County Correct ion  Officers returned to duty 

pr ior  to the issuance of a  specia l reemployment  list  and then  termina ted were found 

to have permanent  sta tus a t  the t ime of termina t ion  by vir tue of their  s pecia l 

reemployment  r ights).
7
 It  is of no moment  tha t  the appoin t ing author ity fa iled to 

en ter  the appellan t ’s appoin tment  in  CAMPS.  Whatever  t he reasons for  the 

recordkeeping delay, the key fact s a re tha t  the appellan t  was sworn  in to office and 

commenced police du t ies on  May 16, 2011.  Therefore, the Commission  finds tha t  

the appellan t ’s appoin tment  from the specia l reemployment  list  was effect ive May 

16, 2011, and he was a  permanent  employee a t  the t ime of h is remova l from 

employment .  Accordingly, the appoin t ing author ity should have a fforded the 

appellan t  the oppor tunity for  a  depar tmenta l hea r ing on  the mer it s of the charges 

and issued h im a  PNDA and a  F ina l Not ice of Disciplina ry Act ion .   S ee N .J .A.C. 

4A:2-2.5 and N .J .A.C. 4A:2-2.6.   

 

The Commission  notes, however , tha t  there was a  proper  pretermina t ion 

hear ing, a s the procedura l requirement  set  for th  in  N .J .A.C. 4A:2-2.5(b) was met .  

This regula t ion  provides tha t  where the suspension  is immedia te and is without  

pay, the employee must  fir st  be appr ised either  ora lly or  in  wr it ing, of why an 

immedia te suspension  is sought , the charges and genera l evidence in  suppor t  of the 

charges and provided with  sufficien t  oppor tunity to review the charges and the 

evidence in  order  to respond to the charges before a  representa t ive of the appoin t ing 

author ity.  Although the appoin t ing author ity cancelled the “Louderm ill” hear ing, 

the record demonst ra tes tha t  a  meet ing was held on  J uly 1, 2011 , where the 

appellan t  was advised tha t  he was to be suspended from duty tha t  day because of 

h is posit ive drug test .  He was a lso served with  writ ten  not ice and a t tempted to 

answer  the charge with  the list  of h is medica t ions and supplements.  Fur thermore, 

the Commission  finds tha t  there was a  sufficien t  basis to have immedia tely 

suspended the appellan t .  The ser iousness of the charges cannot  be ignored.  

Allowing a  Police Officer  charged with  fa iling a  drug test  to remain  working clea r ly 

would present  a  hazard to the public and other  officer s if permit ted to remain  on  the 

job.  The Commission  is mindful tha t  a  Police Officer  is a  law enforcement  officer  

who, by the very na ture of h is or  her  job dut ies, is held to a  h igher  standard of 

conduct  than  other  public employees.  S ee Moorestown v. Arm strong, 89 N .J . S uper. 

560 (App. Div. 1965), cert. denied , 47 N .J . 80 (1966).  S ee also In  re Phillips, 117 

N .J . 567 (1990).  Clea r ly, the AG Guidelines requires tha t  when a  sworn  law 

enforcement  officer  t est s posit ive for  illegal drug use, the officer  sha ll be 

immedia tely suspended from a ll du t ies .  Therefore, the appellan t ’s immedia te 

suspension  was amply just ified.   

 

                                            
7
  For  subsequ ent  h istory, see In  the Matter of R ichard  Dey, Police Officer, Palisades In terstate Park  

Com m ission  and  Khalid  N ash , Essex County (MSB, decided May 18, 2005).   
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Fur ther , the appellan t  is not  en t it led to reinsta tement  under  the 

circumstances where there is a  va lid basis to have immedia tely suspended h im , 

regardless of the appoin t ing author it y’s fa ilure to proper ly process h is remova l.  The 

record demonst ra tes tha t  the appoin t ing author ity believed in  good fa ith , a lbeit  

incorrect ly, tha t  the appellan t  was only an  applicant  for  employment .  Ra ther , the 

appropr ia te remedy is to grant  the pet it ioner  a  hear ing a t  the Office of 

Administ ra t ive Law (OAL).
8
  Where, a s here, it  is clea r  tha t  the appoin t ing 

author ity’s just ifica t ion  for  removing the appellan t  is the posit ive drug test , which 

the appellan t  cla ims was a  “fa lse posit ive,” it  is best  to refe r  th is mat ter  to the OAL 

where a  fu ll plenary hear ing may be conducted before an  Administ ra t ive Law J udge 

who will hea r  live test imony, assess the credibility of witnesses, and weigh  a ll the 

evidence in  the record.  Moreover , since the appellan t  is being granted a  de novo 

hea r ing, any procedura l viola t ions ident ified above a re deemed cured.  S ee Ensslin  

v. T ownship of N orth  Bergen , 275 N .J . S uper. 352, 361 (App. Div. 1994), cert. 

denied , 142 N .J . 446 (1995); In  re Darcy, 114 N .J . S uper. 454 (App. Div. 1971).  The 

appellan t  will have the oppor tunity to cha llenge the validity and the resu lt s of the 

drug test  a t  the OAL.  In  addit ion , should the appellan t  be successful on  the mer it s 

of the charges, he would be en t it led to mit iga ted back pay from the first  da te of h is 

immedia te suspension  on  J u ly 1, 2011, which  sha ll be considered h is remova l da te.  

Accordingly, the Commission  orders tha t  the mat ter  of the appellan t ’s removal be 

t ransmit ted to the OAL for  a  hear ing as a  contested case.   

 

As to the appellan t ’s personnel records, it  is ordered tha t  the May 13, 2011, 

cer t ifica t ion  of the specia l reemployment  list  for  Police Officer , City of East  Orange, 

be corrected to reflect  the appellan t ’s appoin tment  effect ive May 16, 2011.  

Addit iona lly, the appellan t ’s CAMPS r ecord sha ll be amended to reflect  h is 

appoin tment  via  the specia l reemployment  list , effect ive May 16, 2011, and h is 

remova l from employment  effect ive J u ly 1, 2011.  Fur thermore, with  regard to the 

appellan t ’s cla im tha t  he was not  placed on  the Rice Bill list , the Commission  finds 

tha t  the issue is moot .  The appellan t  returned to employment  through the specia l 

reemployment  list  on  May 16, 2011.   

 

ORDER 

 

Therefore, it  is ordered tha t  the mat ter  of C.H.’s remova l from employment  as 

a  Police Officer  with  the City of East  Orange, effect ive J u ly 1, 2011, be refer red to 

the OAL for  a  hear ing as a  contested case.  It  is fu r ther  ordered tha t  the per son nel 

records of C.H. be amended to reflect  the correct ions noted in  th is decision .  

 

                                            
8
  The Commission  cou ld order  a  depar tmen ta l hear ing.  However , ther e is lit t le purpose in  order ing 

a  depar tmenta l hear ing in  th is ca se.  Th e under lyin g purpose of a  depar tmen ta l h ear ing is t o ensure 

tha t  appoin t ing au thor it ies possess sufficien t  just ifica t ion  for  th e imposit ion  of disciplinary act ion  

and to a fford employees th e oppor tun ity to con test  disciplinary ch arges imposed aga inst  th em.  


